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ABSTRACT
The Effects of Extrinsic Rewards on
Intrinsic Motivation in Preschool Children
May, 1979
Delia Robinson Richards, B.A.
, Howard University
M.A., Howard University, Ed. D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Professor Alfred Karlson
Professor Ernest Washington
This study examined the effects of various extrinsic
rewards on intrinsic motivation in black and white pre-
school children. Specifically, this study examines the
effects of intrinsic motivation: when verbal reinforce-
ment is used; when symbolic and monetary rewards are dis-
tributed; and when there is little interaction between the
experimenter and the subjects.
The subjects included forty black and forty white
preschool (ages three and four) children from several day
care centers in the Washington D. C. metropolitan area.
Each child was exposed to only one reward or control
group. Thus, a 2 (race) x 4 (reward) design was used with
three repeated treatments with eighty subjects equally
divided by race and reward.
There were three sessions. During Sessions I and
vii
Ill, the experimenter told the subjects to make a drawing
of their choice. If they decided to leave the drawing
activity, there were three alternative toys (a game, a
drum, and a tinker toy) with which they could play. There
were two observers who marked down whether or not each
child was drawing. Also the observers wrote down the first
toy the child played with. Both sessions were identical
and lasted twenty minutes each. In Session II, each child
was exposed to the treatment individually. In the verbal
reinforcement group, after each two-minute period, the
experimenter made positive statements about the children's
drawings. At the end of eight minutes, the children were
returned to their classrooms.
The data were analyzed by race and reward. First,
a 2 (race) x 4 (condition) analysis of variance with re-
peated measures for time spent drawing and the number of
pictures drawn by each subject for all three sessions was
computed. Secondly, a 2 (race) x 4 (conditions) x 3
(sessions) analysis of variance for all data was done.
Thirdly,- a chi square analysis was done for what the child
enjoyed most and the first toy played with.
hypothesized that intrinsic motivation would
viii
It was
increase with verbal reinforcement; that it would decrease
with monetary and symbolic rewards and with little communi-
cation it will lead to no significant change in intrinsic
motivation. Overall the hypotheses were not supported.
However, with little communication with the subjects there
was no significant change.
The overall results related to time showed no signi-
ficant main or interacting effects of race and reward.
No significant results were found for the number of pictures
drawn. Although the subjects drew one picture during each
session, what the child enjoyed most and the first toy
played with were insignificant.
ix
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Where a situation contains a specific goal which
provides satisfaction independent of the actual activity
itself, behavior is extrinsically motivated (Calder and
Staw, 1975). That is, the activity is engaged in to re-
ceive rewards. Conversely, the performance of an activity
for no apparent reason except for the activity itself is
intrinsically motivated (Young, 1971; Berlyne, 1953;
Hunt, 1965; and White, 1959). That is, to engage in the
activity for its own sake.
Several studies have examined the effects of re-
wards on intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. However,
few studies have conducted this type of research with
black children. Therefore, this study focuses on the
effects of various extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motiva-
tion in black and white preschool children. This research
examines the question of whether extrinsic rewards in-
crease or decrease intrinsic motivation. Specifically,
this study examines the effects of verbal, monetary, and
symbolic rewards on the intrinsic motivation of black
and white preschool children.
1
2^tionale and significance of the study
. Since most of
the previous studies conducted have been with white
middle to upper class children (Zigler and Zaner, 1961;
Offenback and Meyer, 1964; Stevens, 1967; Lepper, Greene,
and Nisbett, 1973; Switzky and Haywood, 1974; and Ross,
1975) , this study will primarily focus on the differences
in the effects of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motiva-
tion in black and white preschool children. The effects
of rewards on black and white children may differ since
in the early years children learn from their environ-
ment and imitation. These learning processes would
differ according to the mores which the child has been
taught. As a result, these processes would affect the
child's cognitive development.
Another important factor is that motivation and
rewards can be valuable in changing a child's behavior
as well as a stimulation for promoting interest in
various learning experiences. Thus the practical educa-
tional implication is that the practice of controlling
the behavior of children with rewards is likely to
affect the child's cognition. Therefore, it is necessary
to examine how various rewards affect intrinsic motiva-
tion. It has been recommended that since tangible re-
3wards influence the behavior of others, they should be
implemented only after other procedures of prompting and
reinforcing with natural reinforcers have been tried
(O'Leary, et
, 1972).
Definition of Terms
.
intrinsic motivation - a person who values an activity
for its own sake and appears to
be self-sustained (Young, 1971)
extrinsic rewards - something that is given in return
for engaging in a target behavior
extrinsic motivation - engaging in an activity in order
to receive tangible or intangible
rewards (Deci, 1971)
preschool children - children who are three and four
years old
Review of Literature
A review of the following experimental studies
will be presented: theoretical approaches to intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation, social reinforcers within the
scheme of intrinsic motivation, the effects of contingent
expected rewards on intrinsic motivation, and noncontin-
gent expected and unexpected rewards.
4Theoretical approaches to intrinsic and extrinsic motiva-
tion . Personal causation will be discussed first. Fol-
lowing this discussion, the self perception theory and
the overjust ificat ion theory, which are extensions of
personal causation, will be reviewed.
Personal Causation
. deCharms (1968) distinguishes
intrinsic motivation from extrinsic motivation by rela-
tive feelings of personal causation, A person who derives
accomplishment from something through his own individual
effort will perceive himself to be the origin of his own
behavior. This perception of personal causation will
foster a high level of intrinsic motivation.
In contrast, a person who derives satisfaction from
objective rewards will perceive himself to be a pawn under
the control of those extrinsic contingencies. This per-
ception will foster high levels of extrinsic motivation.
His behavior is then motivated by the external reward,
rather than by his intrinsic interest.
Similar to other theoretical perspectives in regard
to extrinsic and intrinsic factors, deCharms' (1968)
personal causation model suggests that intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation interact. Specifically, intrinsic
motivation will decrease rather than enhance,
5if an extrinsic reward is obtained in a situation where
the individual normally perceives himself to be the origin
of his behavior. Conversely, personal causation also
predicts that intrinsic motivation will increase if the
expected rewards for task completion are withheld.
deCharms
'
personal causation may be extended to a
more general approach to intrinsic motivation by means
of Bern's (1967) self perception theory.
Self perception was originally considered as the
operant explanation of cognitive dissonance theory
(Bern, 1967). Self perception is viewed as humans learn-
ing through experience and engaging in activities to a
degree depending on the expected outcomes or rewards of
the activities. This leads one to believe that humans'
motives for participating in activities are the tangible
gains from the participation only if rewards are salient
and unambiguous. Therefore, if the individual partici-
pates for the sake of being reinforced, he may view these
reinforcers as the locus of causality for his participa-
tory behavior. Such an individual is said to be ex—
trinsically motivated.
It may appear that rewarding an individual for
performing a task should increase his incentive. However
,
6according to the self-perception theory such rewards will
decrease the probability of future task participation if
the reward is withdrawn. This occurs because the individ-
ual will shift his locus of causality for his behavior
from the original intrinsic motives to the extrinsic
rewards. Thus, removing the reward will decrease both
motivation and subsequent activity (Bern, 1967).
The self perception theory also implies that such
rewards need not necessarily decrease motivation. Rewards
decrease intrinsic motivation to the extent that the re-
ward is perceived to be salient to the task which is to be
rewarded. A reward may have other properties—such as
conveying a sense of competency which may overshadow the
magnitude of the reward, or the task may be so entertain-
ing that any rewards are perceived as only tangential to
participation. Given the condition of reward salience,
however, the self-perception theory clearly predicts
detrimental effects on intrinsic motivation (Bern, 1967)
.
The cognitive dissonance theory attempts to account
for observed functional relations between current stimuli
and responses by postulating some hypothetical process
within the organism. The dissonance theory is further
characterized by an emphasis on the individual's current
7phenomenology; the explanatory account in the theory it-
self is historical.
In contrast, the alternative (self perception
theory) accounts for observed functional relations be-
tween current stimuli and responses in terms of the indi-
vidual's past training history.
The overjustification hypothesis states that an
individual's interest will be undermined by inducing him
to engage in an activity as an explicit means to some
extrinsic goal. Oversufficient extrinsic incentives will
be perceived as the locus of control for behavior because
a person might come to infer that his actions were basic-
ally motivated by the external contingencies of the sit-
uation, rather than by any intrinsic interest in the
activity itself (Lepper, Greene, and Nisbett, 1973).
This perspective of intrinsic motivation differs
slightly from Bern's Self-Perception Theory. Lepper,
Greene, and Nisbett (1973) define intrinsic motivation
as the process leading to task participation in the
absence of perceived, salient, unambiguous and sufficient
extrinsic rewards. While Bern's approach is focusing on
an individual's re-evaluation of locus of causality is,
at least in part, a function to task and reward para-
8meters, Lepper, Greene, and Nisbett (1973) argue that any
extrinsic contingency beyond which is maintaining any be-
havior will interact with intrinsic motivation. This
prediction along with other research, has led to a criti-
cism of contractual classroom techniques which offer re-
wards irrespective of differing initial levels of individ-
ual interest in activities.
These different theoretical perspectives provide a
conceptual framework within which the results of research
on intrinsic motivation can be evaluated. They attempt
to describe the same behavioral outcomes but rely on
somewhat different hypothetical constructs.
Effects of social reinforcers on intrinsic motivation.
Social reinforces, such as verbal approval, fit the
model of "natural" reinforcers. A number of studies have
focused on social reinforcers within the scheme of in-
trinsic motivation,
Deci (1971a, b) suggested that the verbal reinforce-
ment should increase intrinsic motivation because this
reward (social approval) may not be phenomenologically
distinct from the feelings of satisfaction which the
person gets from performing the activity. To test this
9hypothesis, Deci (1971b) replicated his original puzzle-
solving research, using praise as the reward instead.
On a free-choice time spent with the target task indicated
a marginally significant difference between praised and
unpraised subjects. Deci reported these results as sup-
portive of the predicted increase in intrinsic motivation
due to verbal reinforcement.
In Deci's previous studies (1971b) using verbal
iriforcement
, male subjects showed an increase in intrin-
sic motivation and the females demonstrated no signifi-
cant change in motivation.
Deci concluded that since the experimenter was
male, perhaps the experimenter had enough positive inter-
action with female subjects before the treatment phase
to negate the effects of verbal reinforcement.
Empirical research on the effects of intrinsic motivation
on contingent expected rewards . Contingent expected
rewards refer to a schedule of reinforcement based on a
subject's level of performance on the experimental task.
An early study by Harlow (1950) examined intrinsic moti-
vation and extrinsic rewards in infrahumans. Harlow
presented rhesus monkeys with latch-puzzles that could
10
only be opened by certain steps. The monkeys showed
interest in the puzzle and quickly learned to solve it.
Several monkeys were deprived of food for twenty-two
hours. The experimenter baited the puzzle-latch with food
in their presence and returned it to the monkeys; the
monkeys attacked the puzzle. When the puzzle was open
and the food was eaten, the monkeys showed no subsequent
interest in the puzzle. This result is quite similar to
results of the other studies involving the effects of
contingent expected rewards on human behavior.
Deci (1971b) has rejected the infrahuman research
in regards to intrinsic and extrinsic factors, and ex-
plained the results by evoking the self-perception
theory. He demonstrated that different rewards yield
different outcomes.
Deci (1971b) used ninety-six undergraduates at the
University of Rochester to examine the differential
effects of money and verbal reward on intrinsic motiva-
tion. Each subject was given a puzzle called Soma to
solve under one of six conditions: (1) not rewarded,
(2) rewarded with money before free-choice period, (3)
rewarded with money after the free-choice period, (4)
,
(5)
,
and (6) verbally rewarded in combination with one
11
of the first three. The session lasted for one hour.
The puzzle was composed of seven different pieces, each
of which is made to look like it consists of three or
four one-ince cubes. The pieces can be fitted together
to form millions of configurations—only four of which
were used for the experiment. The subjects were instructed
to complete four puzzles and a short questionnaire. Fol-
lowing this session, there was a free—choice period
whereby the subjects could read magazines, work puzzles,
or do anything else they liked for eight minutes. in-
terest was measured as the amount of time spent working
on the puzzles.
Results indicated that the money after, no money,
and money before groups were highly significant. This
supported the hypothesis that subjects rewarded money
would be less intrinsically motivated and the subjects
who actually received money before the free choice period
would feel inequitably overpaid. The verbal reinforce-
ment was insignificant. It supported the hypothesis
that verbal reinforcement groups would be more intrin-
sically motivated than nonverbal reinforcement groups.
This was only true for males. There was no significant
difference between control group and the group that re-
12
rswairds , S©x of the subjects showed no signi-
ficant main effect.
In conclusion, Deci (1971b) showed that large pay-
ments lead to a feeling of inequity. These payments
made the subjects dependent on the money, therefore de-
creasing intrinsic motivation. Deci (1971b) speculated
that verbal reinforcement increases intrinsic motivation
to a point, after which this motivation decreases. In
other words, the strength (and therefore the subject's
perception) of verbal reinforcement determines its effects
on intrinsic motivation. However, there is no particular
research to support Deci's speculation.
Evidence conflicting with Deci's view is presented
by Reiss and Sushinsky (1975) . They have argued that the
decrease in the amount of time on experimental task may
result not from a change in the perception of why one is
enjoying the activity, but rather because of perceptual
or cognition distractions which disrupt task performance
and competing responses. Consequently, the continued
participation in a free-choice mode will become less
desirable or satisfying.
Reiss and Sushinsky selected six girls and three
boys from a kindergarten class to demonstrate that con-
13
tingent expected rewards can increase intrinsic motiva-
tion by controlling for competing responses. Subjects
won poker chips by listening to one of three target songs
over ten reinforcement trials of varying intervals (10-
100 seconds )
,
and were able to redeem their chips for a
variety of toys. Forty-eight hours after training, the
subjects were given a five-minute, free-choice period to
listen to any of the three songs in an environment very
similar to the experimental setting, and in the presence
of two adult observers. The results confirmed the hypo-
thesis: subjects listened to their target songs signifi-
cantly longer than to either of the other two songs.
However, Lepper and Greene (1976) argued that Reiss and
Sushinsky demonstrated that the use of token extrinsic
reinforcers is effective in maintaining learned behavior
provided the external contingencies for potential rewards
are maintained.
Feingold and Mahoney (1975) have cited some metho-
dological deficiencies in research done on intrinsic
motivation. They indicate that procedures have not been
analogous to token economics; there has been a general
lack of independent observations; conclusions have often
been drawn from marginal results; there has been a neglect
14
of the relevant literature on behavioral contrast; and
many studies lack appropriate controls for discrimination
learning. For these reasons, Feingold and Mahoney have
reported a methodology designed to demonstrate a rein-
forcement effect, to parallel normal classroom token
economies, and to provide continuing measurements suffi-
cient for examining temporal trends and transition states.
Five randomly selected second grade children served
as subjects for their study. The experimental task re-
quired subjects to connect dots in Follow-the-Dots book-
lets. The number of dots connected without extrinsic
reinforcement over a two-week period was calculated.
Subjects were rewarded with points, which were exchanged
for toys, for connecting dots. Reinforcement continued
over four sessions. However, the second baseline without
reinforcement was established over a two-week period.
Following a two-week interval of no experimental contact,
a third two-week baseline was recorded. The results in-
dicated an increase in mean responses during the rein-
forcement procedure, followed by a drop in responding
during subsequent baselines which, nevertheless, exceeded
original baseline measures. Contrary to other research,
the children displayed an average increase of 95.08
per
15
cent in performance from baseline 1 to baseline 3. Fein-
gold and Mahoney (1975) concluded that their results re-
fute the assertion that extrinsic rewards necessarily
undermine intrinsic motivation.
Most of the research conducted to date has failed
to provide methodologically sound procedures. This sec-
tion has presented several studies related to contingent
expected rewards. Additionally, theoretical interpreta-
tions have been in conflict regarding noncontingent re-
wards. Some of these are discussed in the following
section
.
Noncontinqent expected and unexpected rewards
.
Several
studies have been conducted on the effects of noncontin-
gent expected rewards on intrinsic motivation. Weick
(1964) offered college students credit for participating
in an experimental task. Half of the students were told
that they would not receive credit, while the other half
were told that they would receive credit. The students
who did not receive credit reported a higher task satis-
faction than those students who received credit.
Weick (1964) interpreted his results within the frame-
work of the dissonance theory which would predict that
16
students in the unrewarded activity would justify their
participation by re-evaluating the desirability of the
activity
.
Kruglanski, Friedman, and Zeavi (1971) attempted to
reconcile the conflicting theoretical interpretations and
evoked the self-perception theory to explain the relation-
ship between noncontingent rewards and subsequent task
enjoyment. Kruglanski, Friedman, and Zeavi (1971) hypo-
thesized a higher quality of task performance and motiva-
tion in the absence of noncontingent incentives. Subjects
were all volunteers between fifteen and sixteen years of
age. They were presented with five tasks, namely, a
literary paragraph, composing a story from a list of
vocabulary words, answering questions about a newspaper
story, and recalling a list of nonsense syllables. Half
of the subjects were told that they would receive a re-
ward and the other half were not so instructed. The sub-
jects who did not receive a reward spent more time on
the task and expressed greater task interest and satis-
faction--than those who were promised the reward.
Lepper, Greene, and Nisbett (1973) tested the
••overjustification" hypothesis which proposes that a
person's intrinsic motivation in an activity may be
17
decreased by inducing him to engage in that activity as an
explicit means to some extrinsic goal. The subjects were
white middle—class children between forty and sixty-four
months old. They were randomly assigned to one of three
treatment conditions: the expected-reward condition,
the unexpected reward condition, and the no reward group.
In the expected reward condition the subjects agreed to
engage in the drawing activity in order to obtain an ex-
trinsic reward—a certificate with a gold seal and ribbon.
In the unexpected-reward condition, subjects engaged in
the same activity and received the same reward, but had no
knowledge of the reward until after they had finished the
activity. In the no-reward control condition, subjects
neither expected nor received the reward.
These experimental sessions were conducted individ-
ually in a room apart from the subjects* classrooms.
Measures of subsequent intrinsic interest were obtained
unobtrusively by covert observation of the classrooms.
The intrinsic motivation was the interest in the drawing
activity. Subjects in the expected reward condition
showed a significant decrease in the amount of time spent
engaging in the drawing activity. Subjects in both the
unexpected reward and no-reward conditions showed a
18
slight nonsignificant increase in interest from pre-
experimental to post-experimental measurement sessions.
Thus, the results supported the prediction that subjects
in the expected reward condition would show less subse-
quent intrinsic interest in the target activity than
subjects in either the unexpected or no-reward group.
A replication of Lepper, Greene, and Nisbett (1973)
was done by Lepper and Greene (1975) who engaged eighty
white middle-class children in a puzzle activity. They
investigated the effects of adult surveillance during
the experimental sessions on subsequent intrinsic interest
in the activity. Two conditions were used: (1) an expected
reward condition in which subjects were expected to win a
chance to play with highly attractive toys by engaging in
the activity; (2) an unexpected reward condition, wherein
the toys were not exposed and no mention was made of their
existence. Along with these conditions, surveillance and
nonsurveillance were manipulated. The subjects in the
surveillance conditions were monitored by a television
camera.. These subjects were aware that they were being
monitored. Subjects in the nonsurveillance conditions
were not monitored. Two weeks later, unobtrusive measures
of the subjects' intrinsic interest in the activity were
19
obtained in their classrooms. The activity consisted of
a set of ten puzzles each consisting of a board with in-
sets to accommodate multicolored plastic puzzle pieces in
various geometric shapes. The subjects were to complete
four puzzles and ring a small bell to signal that they
had finished the puzzles.
Results showed two significant main effects. Subjects
who had undertaken the activity expecting an extrinsic
reward showed less subsequent interest in the activity
than those who had not expected a reward, and subjects
who had been placed under surveillance showed less sub-
sequent interest than those not previously monitored.
This data suggests that it made little difference
whether the surveillance was only occasional or nearly
constant. Whether this result is due to an insufficiently
powerful manipulation of amount of surveillance or whether
the means by which surveillance adversely affects in-
trinsic interest is an interesting question for further
research.
Ross (1975) tested sixty forty-seven to fifty-nine
month-old subjects to determine if a highly salient, task-
contingent reward was more detrimental to intrinsic in-
terest than a relatively nonsalient reward. The children
20
were taken into a "purpose" room and asked if they would
be willing to play a drum for a little while. in the
experimental condition, the reward was introduced before
the child could commit himself to engage in the activity.
In the non-salient reward condition, the child was told
that if he played the drum, he would receive a prize at
the end of the time period. In the salient reward condi-
tion, the instructions were identical except that the
child was told that the prize was under a box that was
placed directly in front of him. At the end of the time
period, he would be able to lift the box and obtain the
prize. In the control condition, no prize was promised
or awarded. After the children received their prizes,
they were told that they could play with some toys (game,
tinker toys, drum, magic markers, and paper). The ex-
perimenter retired to a corner of the room for a five-
minute period, ostensibly writing a letter while observing
which toys the subject contacted and the duration of the
contact. Five weeks later, a different experiment re-
tested the children using the identical toys from the
previous experiment . For five minutes , the experimenter
recorded which toys the subjects contacted and the dura-
tion of the contact. Three measures of intrinsic in-
21
terest in the drum were: (1) whether the first toy that
the child contacted during the free-play period was the
drum, (2) the total duration of contact with the drum,
and (3) whether the child responded that the drum was the
most "fun thing" to do in the room. Results indicated
that males played with the drum longer than did females.
Subjects in the nonsalient-reward condition played the
drum for a significantly longer time than subjects in the
salient-reward condition. Similarly, subjects in the
control condition displayed more interest in the drum
than subjects in the salient-reward condition. The major-
ity of subjects chose the drum for the most fun thing to
do. A chi square analysis was significant for response
to the experimenter's question about the most "fun thing"
in the room.
Experiment 2 was identical to Experiment 1 except
the manner in which the reward was introduced and the
additional requirement in some conditions that subjects
ideate while playing the drums. Subjects in the experi-
mental condition received the following instructions.
"Have you ever played drums like this? If you play the
drums, you will win a prize. The prize is two marsh-
to eat. Would you like to play themallows for you
22
drums and win a prize? l am going to show you some dif-
f®rent sounds you can malce with a drum and you can play
all by yourself to some music. And when the music is
over, you will get the marshmallows."
The experimental conditions were as follows:
1) if the children played the drums, then they would
receive some marshmallows when the music was over
(non-ideate)
2) subjects in the think-reward conditions were told to
play the drum and think about the marshmallows
(ideate)
3) in the distraction condition, the children were told
to think about snow while they played the drums
4) subjects in the control condition were told how to
play the drum but were neither promised nor rewarded
marshmallows. They were asked to think about some-
thing else while playing the drum.
After the reward was distributed, the session was
identical to Session 2 except the children's free play
was video taped and no delayed assessment was obtained.
The results indicated significant main effects for
experimental treatments and for sex of subjects, while
the interaction was nonsignificant. Comparisons between
23
treatment conditions indicated that subjects in the con-
trol condition played the drum significantly longer than
subjects in the think-reward and non-ideation conditions.
The distraction condition also produced more drum play
than did the think-reward and non-ideation conditions.
None of the remaining possible comparisons attained sig-
nificance .
This research suggests that many subjects in the
non-ideation condition were thinking about the reward on
their own initiative. The comparison between the dis-
traction and control conditions supports Experiment 1
that an anticipated reward need not reduce intrinsic
motivation
.
Anderson, Manoogian, and Reznick (1975) conducted
a two-field experiment on lower socioeconomic preschool
children to test the overjustification hypothesis. The
children engaged in a drawing activity for thirty minutes
in the first and third sessions and eight minutes indi-
vidually in the second session. There were three reward
conditions: money, symbolic, and positive verbal rein-
forcement. A pretest, treatment, and posttest were
employed. A pretest revealed that drawing was intrinsi-
cally motivating to the children.
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No significant differences were found between the
mean number of seconds spent drawing during the first
and third sessions. As expected, money and reward treat-
ments decreased and positive verbal reinforcement in-
creased intrinsic motivation. The control group resulted
in the largest decrease in intrinsic motivation. This
unexpected control group result raises caution in inter-
preting the expected results in the money, reward, and
positive verbal reinforcement. Clearly, the attempt to
replicate Lepper, Greene, and Nisbett (1973) failed, per-
haps due to procedural differences. In retrospect, the
experimenter did not show sufficient interest in the
child's drawing. Thus, the reduced intrinsic motivation
may have resulted from the generally aversive atmosphere
or the rather heavy-handed surveillance by the experi-
menter. The 4x2 factorial design with treatments as
the between variables and pretest and posttest as the
within variable showed a significant interaction as
predicted
.
Experiment 2 was a replication of Experiment 1,
except that three control conditions were added: (1)
the child was ignored, (2) the child watched intently
without receiving any reinforcement, and (3) the
children
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P^stsstsd snd. posttsstsd but r©c6iv©d no int©irv©ning
tr©atm©nt
.
R©sults indicat©d that intrinsic motivation in con-
trols 2 and 3 r©main©d stabl©, but dropp©d in control 1.
The difference between pretest and posttest were signifi-
cantly different. The decline in intrinsic motivation
for control 1 was significant thereby replicating the re-
sults of Experiment 1, When the treatments (money, ver-
bal, and reward) were combined with controls, there were
significant main effects. Money and reward decreased the
intrinsic motivation in control 1 and increased intrinsic
motivation with verbal reinforcement. The pretest and
posttest change for controls 2 and 3 combined was not
significant. Children in the positive verbal reinforce-
ment spent significantly more time drawing during the
posttest than children in the reward, money, or control 1
conditions. Children in controls 2 and 3 combined spent
significantly more time drawing than children in the
money or control 1 conditions, and intrinsic motivation
in controls 2 and 3 remained stable as expected. However,
control 1 dropped sharply.
The control 1 decrease in intrinsic motivation may
be attributed to preschool children being accustomed to
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the presence of pleasant, attentive adults, thus the con-
trol 1 experimenter s behavior may have created a very
unusual situation for the child. On the other hand, the
awkwardness and discomfort of the control 1 treatment
may have accentuated the presence of and surveillance by
the experimenter. If so, the child may have seen his
drawing as externally controlled. Subsequent intrinsic
motivation would, therefore, decrease as Lepper and Greene
(1973) have demonstrated.
Other researchers have found intrinsic motivation
increases with monetary rewards. Calder and Staw (1973)
tested forty undergraduate males fulfilling a course re-
quirement for an organizational behavior course. They
tested the self-perception theory which states intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation do not combine but rather in-
teract. This interaction means that extrinsic rewards
for a behavior may decrease motivation rather than en-
hance it, because the rewards decrease the perception of
intrinsic motivation. Also, conversely, that motivation
may be enhanced if a reward is withheld.
Ten subjects were randomly assigned to four experi-
mental conditions; (1) ten of the males worked on blank
puzzles (high intrinsic motivation), (2) ten other sub-
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jects worked on picture puzzles, (3) payment was never
mentioned, and (4) the other group were told that they
would be paid $1.00 each for solving the puzzle. Fifteen
dissassembled puzzles and their corresponding pattern
boards were placed on rows of tables in a long room as if
to form an assembly line. For subjects in the payment
conditions, a one dollar bill was placed at the end of the
room after the fifteenth puzzle. The experimenter said,
"When you finish, you can have the dollar over there."
The experimenter left the room and returned after the
subjects had finished the puzzles.
Results revealed a significant puzzle and money
interaction. Thus, for the low intrinsically motivating
blank puzzle task, the enjoyable ratings increased with
the introduction of the extrinsic money reward. However,
for the high intrinsically motivating picture puzzle
task, the enjoyable ratings decreased. There was evi-
dence that the payment of money apparently decreased the
perception of trying on both the blank and picture task
as indicated by the significant main effect for money.
Subjects in the blank puzzle task always saw themselves
as more externally motivating. It was concluded that
while intrinsic and extrinsic motivation do interact,
it
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is not clear that an interaction need always be obtained
to prove the self perception theory.
Kruglanski, et (1975) tested the "content-
consequences" hypothesis which predicts that when monetary
payments are inherent to the task content, their presence
(versus absence) increases intrinsic motivation, whereas
when they constitute the task's exogenous consequence,
their presence (versus absence) decreases intrinsic
motivation. In Experiment 1, forty-eight fifteen-year-
old boys were the subjects. One half of the subjects
played a coin-toss game (heads or tails) with the experi-
menter. As this game is always played for actual money,
it was assumed that (by past association) money would be
apprehended as a game-intrinsic feature. The other half
of the subjects, within the money extrinsic condition,
used wooden blocks to construct models from pictures.
In the subjects' experience, games of this sort were
hardly ever associated with payment. Therefore, money
should be perceived as a game extrinsic feature. Half of
the subjects in the payment present condition (coin-
toss game) were given 10<: for each correct guess or con-
struction. Subjects in the payment absent condition re-
ceived one point for each correct guess or construction
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until each subject had gathered twenty points
,
Results indicated that the subjects perceived the
monetary payment as belonging more (thus more intrinsic)
to the coin-toss versus the model-construction game. The
subjects judged themselves more likely to play for money
in a coin-toss versus a model-construction game. An
interaction effect of the task and the payment variables
was highly significant. Specifically, in the money in-
trinsic condition (coin-toss game) the subjects mani-
fested a higher degree of intrinsic motivation when the
payment was present versus absent. Conversely, in the
money extrinsic condition (model construction), the sub-
jects manifested a lower degree of intrinsic motivation
with than without payment.
In Experiment 2, Kruglanski, ^ (1975) tested
eighty boys who were fifteen and sixteen years old. The
subjects in the money intrinsic condition engaged in a
"stock market" game whose essence revolved around monetary
profits. Subjects in the money intrinsic payment present
condition were advised at the outset that they could keep
for themselves any profits beyond the initial $2.00.
Subjects in the money extrinsic condition engaged in
activities similar to those above. However, the game
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was presented as the "Athletics Game" (so that it would
not be related to money)
. The subjects were to maximize
their number of points to two hundred. Additionally, the
subjects responded to a questionnaire which included a
check on the task manipulation and items which pertain
to his degree of interest in and enjoyment of the game
he had played with.
Results revealed that subjects in the money intrin-
sic conditions rated monetary payments as belonging more
with their game than did subjects in the money extrinsic
conditions. There was a significant interaction between
the task and the payment variables. Within the money
intrinsic condition, the payment present subjects exhibited
a higher degree of intrinsic motivation than did their
payment absent counterparts while in the money extrinsic
condition, the payment absent subjects exhibited the higher
degree of intrinsic motivation. However, both experiments
concluded that if money was intrinsic to a task, its pre-
sence enhanced intrinsic motivation. When money is ex-
trinsic to the task, it decreased intrinsic motivation.
This research suggests that when money is intrinsic to a
task, generally, the intrinsic motivation decreases.
In contrast to Deci's (1971a, b) interpretation
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between intrinsic and extrinsic factors, Kruglanski, ^ al.
(1975) have demonstrated that extrinsic rewards may en-
bsnce intrinsic motivation if they are perceived to be
inherent to the task content.
Summary
The following conclusions can be drawn from the
studies which have been reviewed:
Social reinforcers such as praise or verbal rein-
forcers will increase intrinsic motivation. Deci (1971a,
b) suggested that verbal reinforcement will increase
intrinsic motivation. His study resulted in an increase
of intrinsic motivation for male subjects but not females.
He attributed the lack of increase of intrinsic motivation
for females to the fact that the experimenter was a male
and that perhaps the experimenter had enough positive
interaction with female subjects prior to the treatment
which negated the effects of verbal reinforcement.
Noncontingent unexpected rewards will increase in-
trinsic motivation. Lepper, Greene, and Nisbett (1975)
and Kruglanski, ^ (1971) found that subjects who did
not expect a reward spent more time on the task and ex-
pressed greater task interest and satisfaction than those
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who were promised a reward.
Contingent expected rewards will decrease intrinsic
motivation. Deci's (1971b) results indicated that money
given before engaging in the target activity decreased
intrinsic motivation.
Noncontingent expected rewards will decrease in-
trinsic motivation. Weick (1964) studied students who
were expecting credit for participating in an activity.
These students experienced a decrease in intrinsic moti-
vation whereas those who did not receive credit showed an
increase in intrinsic motivation.
Hypotheses . The four hypotheses of this research are
as follows
:
Children will show an increase in intrinsic motiva-
tion as result of verbal reinforcement. Deci (1971b) and
Anderson, Manoogian, and Reznick (1975) found that after
using verbal reinforcement in their studies, there was an
increase in intrinsic motivation.
In the control group, little communication on the
part of the experimenter will lead to no significant
change in intrinsic motivation. Anderson, Manoogian, and
Reznick (1975) showed that little significant change in
iritrinsic inotivation when there was little communication
between the experimenter and the subjects.
Children who receive monetary rewards will show a
decrease in intrinsic motivation. Deci (1971) and Ander-
son, Manoogian, and Reznick (1975) found monetary rewards
decreased intrinsic motivation.
Children who receive symbolic rewards will show a
decrease in intrinsic motivation. Lepper, Greene, and
Nisbett (1973) demonstrated that subjects showed less
subsequent interest in intrinsic motivation after the
rewards were distributed.
CHAPTER II
METHOD
Experimental Design
As shown in Table 1, the present study employed a
2 (race) x 4 (rewards) design with three repeated treatments
with eighty subjects equally divided by race and reward.
Race and reward were between subjects variable and session
within subjects variable.
Table 1
Reward Groups
Race Symbol Verbal Money Control
Black 10 10 10 10
White 10 10 10 10
This design is a repeated measure design in which
all subjects were tested. Thus, there were four experi-
mental groups with twenty children each, ten children of
each race were placed in each reward group.
Each subject was observed for three sessions. The
first session was twenty minutes and the children were
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told to draw any kind of picture they liked. if they got
tired of drawing, there were toys (xylophone, a game, and
a drum) in the room which they could play with if they
chose
.
In the second session, the children were taken indi-
vidually into a room for eight minutes and were told to
draw pictures in order to receive a reward. In the verbal
group, the children were given reinforcement statements
every two minutes, whereas in the money group, the children
received five cents each two minutes. The symbolic group
was promised a good player award, after they drew some
pictures. In the control group, the experimenter watched
the child draw intently but showed no direct approval.
The third session, which was a week after Session II,
was identical to Session I.
Subjects . The subjects were forty Black and forty White
middle-class children who were randomly selected from seven
day care centers in the Washington, D. C. metropolitan
area. The subjects ranged in age from thirty-six months
to fifty- four months. The sample was comprised of thirty-
four males and forty-six females. The subjects were un-
matched on sex and age.
36
Expsri.insn'tBir « The investigator served as the experimenter
for this study. Two graduate students served as the ob-
servers. Both observers participated in the first and
third sessions and recorded the data on sheets. A pre-
liminary pretest was given to twenty subjects comprising
the age group of three- and four-year-olds who were in-
cluded in this experiment.
Dependent Variables
. There were four dependent variables
in this study. In the first and third sessions, what the
child enjoyed most was measured, whereas, for all three
sessions, the first toy the child played with, the number
of pictures drawn, and the time spent drawing were the de-
pendent variables.
Experimental Procedures
Measurement of Intrinsic Motivation . There were three
sessions in the experiment:
1) the baseline period
2) the treatment, which exposed each child individually to
the rewards
3) the posttest
Sessions one and three lasted twenty minutes each.
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while session two lasted eight minutes. A child was con-
sidered drawing if he had a marker in his hand, was within
an arm's reach of his paper, and was not doing something
incompatible with drawing (engaging in irrelevant social
behavior)
.
Ten children of each race were placed in each reward
group.
The four reward groups were: symbolic, verbal,
money, and control. The children received the rewards
during the second session.
Session I . This session lasted for a maximum of twenty
minutes and followed the same procedures. The children were
escorted into a separate classroom by the experimenter. No
more than ten children were tested at a time. They were
seated at tables that were set up for the activity. The ex-
perimenter introduced herself and told the children that she
had brought something they could play with. Each child
received a number in order to be identified by the observers.
The experimenter said, "I am interested in how boys
and girls draw pictures." Then the children were instructed
on how to remove the caps from the markers and the experi-
menter demonstrated drawing a colored line. Then the fol-
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lowing instructions w©r© giv©n» "Go ©h©©d ©nd draw any l<ind
of pictur© you want."
Th© childr©n w©r© giv©n two minut©s to acquaint them-
selves with th© materials. At this time, th© experimenter
made sure that the tops would come off the markers, that
the teachers had left, and that additional paper was placed
in the center of the table. At the end of the two minutes,
further instructions were as follows, "You can draw as many
pictures as you want and there is plenty of paper. Try to
write the number that is around your neck. If you get
tired and want something else in the room, you can have it."
During the sessions, there were alternative toys for the
children to play with, if they chose, A drum, a xylophone,
and a felt cut-out game were available. They were placed
on a second table several feet away from the child, but in
viewing distance.
At this point, the observers began their observations.
They sat in a distant corner, did not interact with the
children, and tried to remain as inconspicious as possible.
They recorded the following data:
1) the child's number and name
2) time spent in the session
3) what the child enjoyed most
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4) number of pictures drawn
5) the first toy the child played with
The observers used this sheet for the children. Each
time the child started and stopped drawing, the observer
made the appropriate notation. At five minute intervals,
the experimenter repeated the following: "There is plenty
of paper in the middle of the table if you want it. Try
to write your number on each picture. If you get tired and
want to do something else in the room, you can."
As the children finished each picture, the experi-
menter collected them and tried to avoid talking with the
subjects. At the end of twenty minutes, the experimenter
said, "The time is up."
Session II (A week after Session I) . In the second session
the experimenter asked the subjects individually to come
into the surprise room. At this time, the child was taken
to the experimental room and seated at the table with felt
tip markers and paper. The rewards which were symbolic,
verbal, or money were distributed. The instructions for
rewards were as follows:
Symbolic Group . "I am interested in how boys and
and I'd like you to draw some pictures.girls draw pictures
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If you will draw some pictures. I'll give you a good player
award like this (the experimenter displayed the good player
award to the child) with your name and the Center's name on
it for you to keep. There is plenty of paper if you want
it. Go ahead and draw whatever you'd like while I do some
work that I have to do."
Verbal Reinforcement Group . Children received the
same instructions as did the symbolic group. However, in
the verbal reinforcement group after each two-minute
interval, the experimenter looked over and delivered one of
the following verbally reinforcement statements:
"That picture is real nice."
"You are pretty good at this time."
"I like the way you are drawing these pictures."
"You really did a good job."
Money Group . "If you will draw some pictures. I'll
pay you with these stacks of pennies (the experimenter
points to four stacks of pennies). After each two-minute
interval, the experimenter looked over and said, "You have
just earned five cents," as she pushed the stack of pennies
near the child. At the end of eight minutes the child was
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told, "You have just earned five more pennies and it looks
like time is up. You have earned twenty cents for drawing
pictures for me. Now let's see if we can find our way back
to your room,"
Control Group . The experimenter watched the child's
work intently but was careful not to show direct approval
of the drawings. Any questions were answered with non-
committal answers
.
Session III . A week after Session II, Session III was held.
This session was identical to Session I and was designed
to determine the effects of the reward treatments adminis-
tered during Session II.
CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Before discussing the results of the various
analyses, it is necessary to describe the type of data
that were obtained. Several types of data were obtained
on the following dependent variables:
1) Time spent in the target activity during the
three sessions
2) Number of pictures drawn by each subject during
the three sessions
3) The activity the child enjoyed most in the first
and third sessions
4) The first toy the child played with in each of
the three sessions
The data were analyzed by race and reward.
First, a 2 (race) x 4 (conditions) x 3 (sessions)
analysis of variance with repeated measures for time spent
drawing will be shown.
Secondly, several analyses of variance for the num—
ber of pictures drawn will be presented.
Thirdly, the chi-square analyses for what the child
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enjoyed most and the first toy the child played with will
be illustrated in Appendices I and J.
These various analyses were undertaken to test the
hypotheses and to explore significant differences not
otherwise predicted.
Subjects in all conditions . Table 2 represents a repeated
analysis of variance for time during all the sessions.
The means for the time during the three sessions are in
Appendix F. This analysis reveals no significant effects
for race or reward with time.
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Table 2
Repeated Analysis of Variance
For Actual Time
Source MS F
Time (T) 2 6.08 .015
Race (G) 1 3.27 .241
Reward (H) 3 3.63 .207
G X H 3 4.08 .165
Error 72 2.33
T X G 2 1.58 .325
T X H 6 1.04 .611
T X G X H 6 .457 .922
Error 144 1.39
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Number of pictures drawn during Session I . in Table 3, a
summary of analysis of variance of the number of pictures
drawn in Session I is presented. This analysis shows no
significant effects due to race or reward. Additionally,
the mean number of pictures drawn by the subjects was one
(Appendix H)
.
Table 3
Summary of Analysis of Variance for
Number of Pictures Drawn During Session I
Source MS F
Race (A) 1 4.51 3.26
Reward Group (B) 3 1.61 1.16
A X B 3 1.88 1.36
Error 72 1.39
Number of pictures drawn during Session II . Table 4
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re-
presents an analysis of variance of the number of pic-
tures drawn during Session II. No significant main or
interacting effects were found between race and reward
groups
.
Table 4
Summary of Analysis of Variance for
Number of Pictures Drawn During Session II
Source MS F
Race (A) 1 .112 .081
Reward (B) 3 3.479 2.50
A X B 3 1.01 .73
Error 72 1.39
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Number of pictures drawn during Session III . Table 5
illustrates a summary of analysis of variance for the
number of pictures drawn during Session III. As in the
previous sessions, there were no significant differences
observed in the main or interacting effects of race and
reward
.
Table 5
Summary of Analysis of Variance for
Number of Pictures Drawn During Session III
Source df MS F
Race (A) 1 1.80 .77
Reward (B) 3 .63 .27
A X B 3 2.10 .89
Error 72 2.53
CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
First, this chapter discusses the overall time
spent drawing during the three sessions. Secondly, the
number of pictures drawn during the three sessions is
presented. Thirdly, the chi square analyses for what the
child enjoyed most and the first toy played with are dis-
cussed. Lastly, the summary, the implications, and the
recommendations for further research are discussed.
Time during all sessions . There were no significant main
effects or interactions due to race, reward, and sessions
(Table 2). For time in Sessions I and III, the cell means
in Appendix F showed that time spent drawing increased in
the black and white symbolic group categories from 501.7
to 587.5 seconds and 608.5 to 643.1 seconds, respectively.
In explaining the increase in motivation for both black and
white symbolic groups , it can be assumed that the reward
given in Session II was affective. However, for the money,
verbal, and control groups, the intrinsic motivation
seemed to decrease in the third session (Appendix F) . It
is possible that the novelty of the task had worn off by
48
49
the third session when the children had received the re-
wards and were familiar with the task. Additionally, the
distribution of rewards during the second session may
have resulted in the decrease of intrinsic motivation in
the third session. In other words, the children were less
interested in the task after receiving the rewards.
This result is consistent with Bern (1967, 1972) and
Kelly (1967, 1973) who stated that the subjects' performance
is attributed to the extrinsic rewards and will show de-
creased interest in the activity when there is no reward.
Further, these findings are also supportive of Lepper and
Greene (1973) who noted that children who anticipated and
received an extrinsic reward for engaging in an activity
of initial interest were less likely to show interest in
that activity.
The overall results related to time showed no signi-
ficant main or interacting effects of race and reward
groups. One possible explanation for these results is
that students at this age are more likely to be homo-
geneous in their responding to rewards and are not likely
to show marked racial differences. For that reason, it
is unlikely that substantial or significant differences
would be obtained on the dependent variables. Another
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possible explanation, and the most parismonious
, is that
racial differences do not obtain significant results.
None of the literature reviewed suggests racial variations.
Number of pictures drawn in all three sessions
. The three
experimental sessions resulted in 127 (52.9 percent) sub-
jects drawing only one picture. Sixty-six subjects (19.6
percent) drew between four and eight pictures (see Appen-
dix H) . Of the 127 subjects who drew one picture, the
largest single proportion (29.1 percent) was found in the
control group and the lowest (18.9 percent) was. found in
the verbal reward group. This might be explained by the
fact that control subjects received no rewards and, there-
fore, lost interest.
Tables 3-5, which summarize the analysis of variance
of pictures drawn in Sessions I, II, and III, clearly
indicates that there was no significant main effects or
Interacting effects due to race and reward in relationship
to the number of pictures drawn. However, as previously
mentioned, both black and white subjects were consistent
in drawing one picture. Perhaps this could be attributed
to the fact that children are accustomed to drawing one
picture in their previous art activities and this carried
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over to this investigation.
Additionally, subjects at this age have a tendency
to model each other. Perhaps there should have been a
control for the group influence effect.
What the child enjoyed most (Sessions I-III)
. in Sessions
I and III, 42,5 and 41,3 percent of the subjects, respec-
tively, selected drawing as the most enjoyed activity in
the experiment. Least enjoyed was the game with 5.0 and
1.2 percent, respectively (see Appendix I). As previously
mentioned, this shows that children were intrinsically
motivated by the drawing activity.
Upon observing the subjects by race, 40 percent and
45 percent of black and white subjects, respectively,
chose drawing as what they enjoyed most in Session I.
Session III again showed that both black and white subjects
enjoyed drawing most by 40 percent for blacks and 42.5
percent for whites. From these responses, it is obvious
that the children were more intrinsically motivated by
drawing than by any of the toys. As mentioned above, this
is consistent with Anderson, Manoogian, and Reznick (1976)
who found that pretesting preschool subjects with a drawing
activity proved to be intrinsically motivating.
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This section has shown that the chi square analysis
for what the child enjoyed most was insignificant. However,
these findings may suggest that there may be a race effect
on older children but preschool children do not differ with
regards to race.
First toy played with in all three sessions
. in Sessions
I, II, and III, 35, 20, and 32.5 percent of the subjects
selected the drum as the first toy played with, respec-
tively. In addition to this, 25, 13.7, and 31.3 percent,
respectively, chose the xylophone in the three sessions.
However, 16.2, 1.2, and 20 percent chose the game as the
first toy to play with, respectively (see Appendix J)
.
These statistics suggest that the drum might have been
the favored toy prior to the experimental treatment. The
highest number of subjects choosing the drum was found in
the control group while the lowest was found in the verbal
reward group. Since the control group had no rewards,
perhaps they found the drum to be the most intrinsically
motivating toy.
Most children, regardless of race, showed a marked
preference for the drum as the first toy to play with.
In the first session, 32.5 percent of the black subjects
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and 37.5 percent of the white children chose the drum. in
the second session, 25 percent and 15 percent of the black
and white subjects, respectively, preferred the drum. In
the third session, preference for the drum was 32.5 per-
cent by each race. The subjects probably preferred the
drum since it is a more creative instrument than the other
toys that were available.
There were no significant differences in choice of
the first toy played with by neither black nor white sub-
jects in the first and third sessions. However, for the
second session, white subjects chose to play with the drum
more often than the other toys (.05). This shows that the
white subjects were more intrinsically motivated with the
drawing than the drum or any of the other toys. This
result is reasonable since Anderson, (1975) found
that drawing when pretested was very intrinsically moti-
vating to preschoolers. The reason for this is that draw-
ing allows children to express their emotions as well as
their creativity.
Perhaps in Sessions I and III where there were two
observers, the results would have been effective if there
had been more observers. Although each observer only
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observed ten subjects at a time, if more than one sub-
ject was changing activities (for example, drawing, play-
ing with toys, then drawing again)
,
it was difficult to
concentrate on the other subjects. Also if the subjects
were changing activities at approximately the same time,
this time could have been miscalculated for those sub-
jects. The preschool child is very active; therefore,
his or her attention span or level of concentration may
vary from activity to activity. Thus, the risk of inac-
curacies may vary from activity to activity. Similarly,
the risk of inaccuracies could have been curtailed with
more observers
.
Summary
This study focused on the effects of various ex-
trinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation in black and
white subjects who were from thirty-six to fifty-four
months old. The experimental question examined was whether
rewards increased or decreased intrinsic motivation. The
study examined the effects of intrinsic motivation when
little communication existed between the experimenter and
subjects as well as the effects of intrinsic motivation
when monetary and symbolic rewards are distributed.
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The study employed a 2 (race) x 4 (reward) design
with ten subjects per cell. There were four experimental
groups: symbolic, verbal, money, and control. Each sub-
ject was observed for three sessions. The first session
(baseline period) and the third session lasted for twenty
minutes and were identical. The second session lasted
eight minutes. During the second session, the child re-
ceived the reward. There were four dependent variables
in the study:
1) the amount of time spent drawing
2) the number of pictures drawn
3) what the child enjoyed most
4) the first toy the child played with
The target activity was drawing anything that the
child wanted to draw. The subjects were given paper and
magic markers. There were alternative toys ( i.e . , a drum,
a xylophone, and a game) in the room with which the child
could play if he or she chose.
The results indicated no significant differences
between race groups or type of reward with time spent
drawing. The children spent less time drawing in the
third session than the first session. This was attributed
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to the effects of the distribution of rewards in the second
session which lead to a decrease in interest in motivation
during the third session. For the first toy played with,
most subjects preferred to play with the drum than with
the xylophone or the game. Overall, it was found that the
children drew on an average of one picture, suggesting
that drawing was intrinsically motivating.
These findings relate to the hypotheses in the fol-
lowing manner:
1) Hypothesis I predicted that there would be a
high increase in intrinsic motivation with verbal rein-
forcement. This hypothesis was not substantiated. Both
black and white subjects showed a decrease in intrinsic
motivation after verbal reinforcement was used.
2) Hypothesis II predicted that in the control
group, little communication on the part of the experi-
menter will lead to no significant change in intrinsic
motivation. There was a decrease in the means for both
black and white children. The decrease for the white
children was greater than the black children's decrease
(see Appendix B)
.
3) Hypothesis III predicted that intrinsic motiva-
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tion will decrease when money is offered. This hypothesis
was not supported by the data, even though there were de-
creases in the means for both groups (see Appendix B)
.
4) Hypothesis IV predicted that children who re-
csived the symbolic reward will decrease intrinsic motiva-
tion. This hypothesis was not substantiated.
Although the data did not significantly support the
hypotheses, the cell means for Hypotheses ll and III did
show a decrease. However, the cell means for Hypotheses
I and IV showed an unexpected increase which was inconsis-
tent to the predictions.
There are perhaps six possible reasons why the
obtained results were in the directions opposite to those
hypothesized. The first reason seems related to the age
of the subjects. Most studies of this phenomenon have
used subjects who vary in age from preschool children to
college students. When subjects have been of preschool
age, the results invariably have been equivocal (Ross,
1975; Deci, 1971).
Second, children at this age have a tendency to
imitate. Imitation at this age is a part of the child's
development. All children learn through imitation (Martin,
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1975) . This imitation helps children to learn many be-
havior patterns, good or bad according to the child's
models. Therefore, some of the subjects probably were
following their friends versus doing those things in which
they were interested.
Third, the subjects probably did what was expected
of them. Prior to the experiment, the subjects' teachers
possibly forewarned the subjects to do as the experi-
menter instructed them to do. Also the teachers might
have even told the subjects that if they misbehaved, that
they would be punished.
Fourth, race was not a vital factor in this experi-
ment. According to researchers, children usually become
aware of race differences between three and five years
of age (Dill, 1978). It is probable that children are
even older than this age before racial differences in
research are applicable. As children become more exposed
to their social environments, this factor will affect
their cognitive development. As a result of these things,
racial differences will become much more prevalent as the
children grow older.
pifth, children were unfamiliar with the experi—
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menter and, therefore, may have been uncomfortable. Having
a stranger in the classroom was unusual. Therefore, the
subjects were uncomfortable. Children must develop
trust in adults before feeling relaxed. Since the sub-
jects were not familiar with the experimenter, trust had
not been formulated with the experimenter.
Sixth, the observers were a distraction. Although
the observers attempted to remain as inconspicious as
possible, the subjects may have been curious about the
observers' presence. Perhaps the subjects were wondering
what the observers were doing and why they were there.
Implications
This study implies that there is a need for more
research with intrinsic motivation and extrinsic rewards
using race as a mediator factor, since there were no sig-
nificant results between race and the independent variables.
It also implies that drawing was more intrinsically moti-
vating than any of the toys (xylophone, drum, and game)
that were used. As far as the three toys were concerned,
the children preferred the drum over the other two toys.
Lastly, this study implies that overall, the subjects
lost interest in the drawing activity after the rewards
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were distributed.
Limitations
This study was limited to forty black and forty
white subjects from seven different day care centers in
the Washington, D. C. metropolitan area. This study also
was limited to children from thirty-six months to fifty-
four months old.
Recommendations for Further Research
Since there is a paucity of research which has been
done on intrinsic motivation in relation to race, a more
concrete in-depth study should be performed. In further
research, possibly a study similar to this one could be
done using older children, having more observers, and
controlling for the group effect as well as equalizing
the time in all three sessions. A study viewing race in
relationship to tangible and intangible rewards could also
be beneficial to educators and researchers.
Additionally, a study should be done on developing
a tangible reward program for preschool subjects which
would not have adverse effects on the children.
Lastly, more research is needed on how rewards
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effect children's developmental pattern over a period of
time
.
These recommendations will greatly help as substan-
tial evidence for any further studies.
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APPENDIX A
Advertisement to The Hilltop
(Howard University student newspaper)
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Advertisement for the February, 1978 edition of The Hilltop
,
the student nev/spaper at Howard University, Washington,
D. C. :
Doctoral candidate is interested in hiring two
graduate students in Early Childhood Education
or Psychology to do observations of preschoolers
'
drawing behavior. If interested, call:
Delia Richards at 587-6012 after 4p.m.
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Procedures for Observers
The observers, who had entered with the experimenter,
will begin their observation of the children's drawing
behavior. The observers will remain seated, silent, and
as unobtrusive as possible throughout the session. The
observations involve a time-sampling procedure. A child
was defined as drawing if he had a marker in his hand,
was within an arm's reach of his paper, and was not doing
something incompatible with drawing ( e .q . , hitting another
child). Thus each child's behavior was sampled once per
minute for twenty minutes. At the start of each minute,
the observers will mark whether each child was drawing
or not.
APPENDIX C
Procedures for the Experimenter
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Procedure for the Experimenter
For First and Third Sessions
Introduce myself
Tell the children I brought something for them to play with
Children are seated
Put number cards on each child and tell the children that
each one is being given a number while they do the
activity
Distribute paper and markers
Experimenter will say, "I am interested in how boys and
girls draw pictures"
Instruct the children on how to remove the caps from the
markers and draw a colored line. The children will be
told to go ahead and draw any kind of picture that they
want
Give children two minutes to acquaint themselves with the
materials. The experimenter should be making sure that
the tops are off the markers and that the teachers have
left the room
At the end of two minutes, the experimenter will say, "You
can draw as many pictures as you want and there is
75
plenty of paper. Try to write the number that is around
your neck. If you get tired and want to do something
else in the room, you can"
Observers will begin their observations
At five minute intervals, the experimenter repeats, "There
is plenty of paper in the middle of the table if you
want it. Try to write your number on each picture.
If you get tired and want to do something else in the
room, you can"
Collect papers as the children finish; avoid talking with
the children
Tell the children that the time is up
APPENDIX D
Tally Sheet Used by the Observers
Session
School
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Reward
Received
1
1
Number
of
Pictures
First
Toy
Played
With
Times
Started
Stopped
CQ
,
Child's
Number
Name
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APPENDIX F
Cell Means for Time Spent
For all Three Sessions
Cell
Means
for
Time
Spent
During
the
Three
Sessions
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Table 8
Summary of Analysis of Variance for Time Spent
In the Target Activity by all the Subjects in Session I
Source MS F
Race (A) 1 288.80 .004
Reward Group (B) 3 125622.85 1.551
A X B 3 170448.93 2.111
Error 72 80892.83
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Table 9
Suitmary of Analysis of Variance for Time Spent
In the Target Activity by all the Subjects in Session II
Source MS F
Race (A) 1 18120.20 1.714
Reward Group (B) 3 16160.82 1.529
A X B 3 2375.00 .225
Error 72 10570.91
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Table 10
Suiranary of Analysis of Variance for Time Spent
In the Target Activity by all the Subjects in Session III
Source MS F
Race (A) 1 31601.25 .361
Reward Group (B) 3 69443.15 .794
A X B 3 76283.15 .872
Error 72 87494.09
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Table 11
Summary of Analysis of Variance for Time
In all Sessions Spent by the Subjects
Source MS F
Race 1 228.15 .0028
Reward Group (H) 3 2393.69 .2898
G X H 3 8729.09 1.05704
Error 72 82584.39
APPENDIX H
Number of Pictures Drawn by the
Reward Groups in all Three Sessions
The
Subjects
in
all
Three
Sessions
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APPENDIX I
What the Child Enjoyed Most
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Table 13
What the Black Subjects
Enjoyed Most in Session I
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet,
Tot , Pet
Groups Drawing Xylp. Drum Game No
Response
Row
Total
0 4 3 1 2 10
Symbolic 0 40.0 30.0 10.0 20.0 25.
C
0 50.0 21.4 100.0 12.5
0 10.0 7.5 2.5 5.0
0 1 5 0 4 10
0 10.0 50.0 0 40.0 25.
C
Money
0 12.5 35.7 0 25.0
0 2.5 12.5 0 10.0
3 2 4 0 1 10
30.0 20.0 40.0 0 10.0 25.
C
Verbal 18.8 25.0 28.6 0 100.0
7.5 5.0 10.0 0 2.5
0 1 2 0 0 10
0 10.0 20.0 0 0 25.
C
Control 0 12.5 14.3 0 0
0 2.5 5.0 0 0
Column 16 8 14 1 1 40
Total 40.0 20.0 35.0 2.5 2.5 100.0
P = •Chi Square 13.93 df = 12 31
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Table 14
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot. Pet.
What the Blaek Subjeets
Enjoyed Most in Session III
Groups Drawing Xylp. Drum Game No Row
Response Total
0 4 3 1 2 10
Symbolie 0 40.0 30.0 10.0 20.0 25.0
0 50.0 21.4 100.0 12.5
0 10.0 7.5 2.5 5.0
0 1 5 0 4 10
Money
0 10.0 50.0 0 40.0 25.0
0 12.5 35.7 0 25.0
0 2.5 12.5 0 10.0
1 2 4 0 3 10
Verbal 10.0 20.0 40.0 0 30.0 25.0100.0 25.0 28.6 0 18.8
2.5 2.5 10.0 0 7.5
0 1 2 0 7 10
0 10.0 20.0 0 70.0 25.0
Control
0 12.5 14.3 0 43.8
0 2.5 5.0 0 17.5
Column 16 8 14 1 1 40
Total 40.0 20.0 35.0 2.5 2.5 100.0
Chi Square 13.93 df = 12 p = 30
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Table 15
Count
Row Pet
.
Col, Pet.
Tot. Pet.
What the White Subjeets
Enjoyed Most in Session I
Groups Drawing Xylp, Drum Game No
Response
Row
Total
0 0 3 1 5 10
0 0 30.0 10.0 50.0 25.0Symbolie
0 0 25.0 33.3 27.8
0 0 7.5 2.5 12.5
0 1 5 0 4 10
0 10.0 50.0 0 40.0 25.0Money
0 16.7 41.7 0 22.2
0 2.5 12.5 0 10.0
0 4 0 2 4 10
0 40.0 0 20.0 40.0 25.0
V©jrDa.x
0 66.7 0 66.7 22.2
0 10.0 0 5.0 10.0
5 1 4 0 0 10
50.0 10.0 40.0 0 0 25.0Control 27.8 16.7 33.3 0 0
12.5 2.5 10.0 0 0
Column 18 6 12 3 1 40
Total 45.0 15.0 30.0 7.5 2.5 100.0
P = .Chi Square 17.56 df = 12 13
93
Table 16
What the White Subjects
Enjoyed Most in Session III
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot. Pet.
P = .Chi Square 11.18 df = 9 26
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Table 17
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot. Pet.
What all Subjeets Enjoyed
Most in Session I
Groups Drawing Xylp. Drum Game
No
Response
Row
Total
2 2 9 1 4 20
10.0 10.0 45.0 5.0 30.0 25.0
Symbolie 100.0 15.4 33.3 25.0 17.6
2.5 2.5 11.2 1.2 7.5
0 3 7 1 9 20
0 15.0 35.0 5.0 45.0 25.0
Money 0 23.1 25.9 25.0 26.5
0 3.7 8.8 1.2 11.2
0 6 2 2 10 20
0 30.0 10.0 10.0 50.0 25.0
Verbal 0 46.2 7.4 50.0 29.4
0 7.5 2.5 2.5 12.5
0 2 9 0 9 20
0 10.0 45.0 0 45.0 25.0
Control 0 15.4 33.3 0 26.5
0 2.5 11.2 0 11.2
Column 2 13 27 4 34 80
Total 2.5 16.2 33.7 5.0 42.5 100.0
Chi Square 17.22 df = 12 P 14
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Table 18
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot. Pet.
What all Subjeets Enjoyed
Most in Session III
Groups Drawing Xylp. Drum Game No
Response
Row
Total
0 6 6 1 7 20
0 30.0 30.0 5.0 35.0 25.0
Symbolie 0 37.5 21.4 100.0 21.2
0 7.5 7.5 1.2 8.8
0 2 11 0 7 20
0 10.0 55.0 0 35.0 25.0
Money
0 12.5 39.3 0 21.2
0 2.5 13.7 0 8.8
1 4 5 0 10 20
5.0 20.0 25.0 0 50.0 25.0
Verbal 50.0 25.0 17.9 0 30.3
1.2 5.0 6.3 0 12.5
1 4 5 0 9 20
5.0 20.0 30.0 0 45.0 25.0
Control 50.0 25.0 21.4 0 27.3
1.2 5.0 7.5 0 11.2
Column 33 16 28 1 2 80
Total 41.3 20.0 35.0 1.2 2.5 100.0
Chi Square 10.96 df = 12 P 14
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Table 19
First Toy Played With in the
First Session by the Black Subjects
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot. Pet.
Groups Continue
Drawing Xylp. Drum Game
Row
Total
2 6 2 0 10
Symbolic 20.018.2
60.0
60.0
20.0
15.4
0
0
25.0
5.0 15.0 5.0 0
5 1 3 1 10
Money
50.0
45.5
10.0
10.0
30.0
23.1
10.0
16.7
25.0
12.5 2.5 7.5 2.5
2 1 4 3 10
Verbal 20.0
18.2
10.0
10.0
40.0
30.8
30.0
50.0
25.0
5.0 2.5 10.0 7.5
2 2 4 2 10
Control
20.0
18.2
20.0
20.0
40.0
30.8
20.0
33.3
25.0
5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Column 11 10 ^
Total 27.5 25.0 32.5 15.0 100.0
Chi Square 13.43 df 9 P 14
98
Table 20
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot. Pet.
First Toy Played with in the
Seeond Session by the Blaek Subjeets
Groups
Continue
Drawing Xylp. Drum Game
Row
Total
5 3 2 0 10
50.0 30.0 20.0 0 25.0
Symbolie 19.2 75.0 20.0 0
12.5 7.5 5.0 0
7 0 3 0 10
70.0 0 30.0 0 25.0
Money 26.9 0 30.0 0
17.5 0 7.5 0
8 1 1 0 10
80.0 10.0 10.0 0 25.0
Verbal 30.8 25.0 10.0 0
20.0 2.5 2.5 0
6 0 4 0 10
60.0 0 40.0 0 25.0
Control 23.1 0 40.0 0
15.0 0 10.0 0
Column 26 4 10
Total 65.0 10.0 25.0
Chi Square 8.77 df = 6 P 19
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Table 21
First Toy Played With in the
Third Session by the Black Subjects
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot. Pet.
Groups Continue
Drawing Xylp. Drum Game
Row
Total
0 5 4 1 10
0 50.0 40.0 10.0 25.0Symbolic
0 33.3 30.8 11.1
0 12.5 10.0 2.5
2 4 4 0 10
20.0 • 40.0 40.0 0 25.0Money 66.7 26.7 30.8 0
5.0 10.0 10.0 0
0 4 2 4 10
0 40.0 20.0 40.0 25.0Verbal
0 26.7 15.4 44.4
0 10.0 5.0 10.0
1 2 3 4 10
10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 25.0
Control 33.3 13.3 23.1 44.4
2.5 5.0 10.0
Column 3 15 13 9 40
Total 7.5 37.5 32.5 22.5 100.0
p = .25Chi Square 11.45 df = 9
100
Table 22
First Toy Played with in the
First Session by the White Subjects
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet,
Tot. Pet.
Groups
Continue
Drawing xylp. Drum Game Total
2 2 3 3 10
Symbolic 20.0 20.0 30.0 30.0 25.0
25.0 20.0 20.0 42.9
5.0 5.0 7.5 7.5
2 3 5 0 10
Money
20.0 30.0 50.0 0 25.0
25.0 30.0 33.3 0
5.0 7.5 12.5 0
0 4 2 4 10
Verbal 0 40.0 20.0 40.0 25.0
0 40.0 13.3 57.1
0 10.0 5.0 10.0
4 1 5 0 10
40.0 10.0 50.0 0 25.0
Control 50.0 10.0 33.3 0
10.0 2.5 12.5 0
Column 8 10 15 7 40
Total 20.0 25.0 37.5 17.5 100.0
Chi Square 15.9 df = 9 P = .09
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Table 23
First Toy Played with in the
Second Session by the White Subjects
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot. Pet.
Groups
Continue
Drawing Xylp. Drum Game
Row
Total
3 4 3 0 10
30.0 40.0 30.0 0 25.0Symbolic 11.5 57.1 50.0 0
7.5 10.0 7.5 0
9 1 0 0 10
90.0 10.0 0 0 25.0
Money 34.6 14.3 0 0
22.5 2.5 0 0
7 2 0 1 10
70.0 20.0 0 10.0 25.0
Verbal 26.9 28.6 0 100.0
17.5 5.0 0 2.5
7 0 3 0 10
70.0 0 30.0 0 25.0
Control 26.9 0 50.0 0
17.5 0 7.5 0
Column 26 7 6 1 40
Total 65.0 17.5 15.0 2.5 100.0
Chi Square 16.92 df = 9 P = 05
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Table 24
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot . Pet
First Toy Played with in the
Third Session by the White Subjeets
Groups
Continue
Drawing Xylp. Drum Game
No
Response
Row
Total
0 3 3 2 2 10
Symbolie 0 30.0 30.0 20.0 20.0 25.0
0 30.0 23.1 28.6 22.2
0 7.5 7.5 5.0 5.0
0 3 5 1 1 10
0 30.0 50.0 10.0 10.0 25.0
Money
0 30.0 38.5 14.3 11.1
0 7.5 12.5 2.5 2.5
0 0 2 4 4 10
0 0 20.0 40.0 40.0 25.0
Verbal 0 0 15.4 57.1 44.4
0 0 5.0 10.0 10.0
1 4 3 0 2 10
10.0 40.0 30.0 0 20.0 25.0
Control 100.0 40.0 23.1 0 22.2
2.5 10.0 7.5 0 5.0
Column 1 10 13 7 19 40
Total 2.5 25.0 32.5 17.5 22.5 100.0
Chi Square 15.17 df - 12 p .23
Table 25
First Toy Played with in the
First Session by all the Subjects
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Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot. Pet.
Groups
Continue
Drawing Xylp. Drum Game
Row
Total
4 8 5 3 20
20.0 40.0 25.0 15.0 25.0
Symbolic 21.1 40.0 17.9 23.1
5.0 10.0 6.3 3.7
7 4 5 1 20
35.0 20.0 25.0 5.0 25.0
Money 36.8 20.0 17.9 7.7
8.8 5.0 6.3 1.2
6 3 9 2 20
30.0 15.0 45.0 10.0 25.0
Verbal 31.6 15.0 32.1 15.4
7.5 3.7 11.2 2.5
2 5 6 7 20
10.0 25.0 30.0 35.0 25.0
Control 10.5 25.0 21.4 53.8
2.5 6.3 7.5 8.8
Column 19 20 28 13 80
Total 23.8 25.0 35.0 16.2 100
Chi Square 13.72 df - 9 P -13
df = Degree of Freedom
p = Significance
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Table 26
First Toy Played with in the
Second Session by all the Subjects
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot . Pet
Groups
Continue
Drawing Xylp. Drum Game
Row
Total
8 7 5 0 20
40.0 35.0 25.0 0 25.0
Symbolic 15.4 63.6 31.3 0
10.0 8.8 6.3 0
16 1 3 0 20
80.0 5.0 15.0 0 25.0
Money 30.8 9.1 18.8 0
20.0 1.2 3.7 0
15 3 1 1 20
75.0 15.0 5.0 5.0 25.0
Verbal 28.8 27.3 6.3 100.0
18.8 3.7 1.2 1.2
13 0 7 0 20
65.0 0 35.0 0
Control 25.0 0 43.8 0
16.2 0 8.8 0
Column 52 11 16 1 80
Total 65.0 13.7 20.0 1.2 100.0
Chi Square 21.38 df - 9 P - .01
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Table 27
First Toy Played with
Third Session by all the
in the
Subjects
Count
Row Pet
.
Col. Pet.
Tot. Pet.
Chi Square 13.57 df = 12 P
= *33
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APPENDIX K
Samples of Subjects' Drawings
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I
108
4
109
4
Ill
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